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resembles In re Annesley in this respect. In other ways also
the formula is not so simple as it might seem to be on first
reading. In a case arising in X relating to the succession to
the movables of a person who at the time of his death was
domiciled (in the sense of the law of X) in Y, the formula
may mean that the court distributes the movables situated in
X:

(a)   in the same way as a court in Y would distribute the
same movables, that is, movables situated in X, belonging to
the estate of the same person, that is, a de cujus who was domi-
ciled (in the sense of the law of X) in Y, but who may have
been domiciled  (in the sense of the law of Y) in X or may
have been a national of X, so that on one or other ground the
law of Y may say that the succession is governed by the law
of X; or

(b)   in the same way as a court in Y would distribute, not
the same movables, but movables actually or hypothetically
situated in Y, belonging to the estate of the same person as
explained in (a); or

(c)   in the same way as a court in Y would distribute mov-
ables actually or hypothetically situated in Y and belonging
to the estate, not of the actual de cajas, but of a de cajtts hypo-
thetically domiciled (in the sense of the law of Y) in Y or (if
by the law of Y succession to movables is governed by the
lex patriae) hypothetically a national of Y.

In (a) the situation in which the court of Y is supposed
to serve as a guide to the court of X is the actual situation in
which the court in X must give a decision, whereas in (b) the
supposed decision of the court of Y relates to different movables,
and in (c) not only are the movables different, but they belong
to the estate of a different person. Logically it is only in (a)
that a court in X can be thought of as being obliged to follow
a judgment of a court in Y, or, in the absence of an actual
judgment, to follow a hypothetical judgment; and probably
Jenner J. had in mind something like construction (a), because
he said that the English court "must consider itself sitting in
Belgium under the particular circumstances of the case'* (p).

(p) Collier v. Riydz (1841), 2 Curt. 855, at p. 859. As to Jenner
J.'s probable meaning, see also notes (n) and (o), supra. The
Collier v. Rivaz formula was applied in In re Ross [19301 1 Ch. 377
(cf. note (k), supra), without consideration of the difficulties in-
volved in an English court's deciding a case as if it were sitting
in a foreign country. It is pointed out by Mendelssohn-Bartholdy,